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the Pentagon’s negative—I don’t care—
attitude towards bookkeeping. I see
good bookkeeping as a constitutional
responsibility of every department of
Government. Taking cash out of the
pockets of hard-working Americans
and appropriating to an agency that
fails to control it is just not accept-
able. That must change.

Now, in my new position on the Fi-
nance Committee, the Senator from
Iowa is responsible for legislation that
authorizes the Government to reach
deep into every citizen’s pocket to get
this money. I want to be certain that
money is spent wisely, No. 1. And No. 2,
I want to be sure that there is an audit
trail on that money for all of us to see.
That audit trail, that accounting sys-
tem, that information in that account-
ing system on past expenditures is a
very necessary basis for President Bush
and Mr. Rumsfeld to make a decision of
how much more the Defense Depart-
ment budget should be ramped up.

I thank the Senator from West Vir-
ginia for his willingness to work on
this issue. Trying to solve the book-
keeping problem at the Pentagon,
earning a clean audit opinion, would
restore accountability to bookkeeping
at the Pentagon. This is a worthy
cause.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——
THE MILITARY BUDGET

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I will
continue on with a few more comments
about the national security issue,
which is being highlighted this week,
of course, by the President.

We have talked about the most obvi-
ous issue dealing with the military;
that is, having to do something for per-
sonnel. Without that, we can’t have a
military. We can’t have defense. Fur-
thermore, it is very unfair. We ask peo-
ple in the military to serve the coun-
try, and they do that willingly. We
have a responsibility to ensure that
they are reasonably reimbursed and
their living conditions are kept as high
as possible.

Obviously, the military budget is one
of considerable concern. It is the larg-
est item in discretionary spending. We
have discretionary spending of about
$630 billion. Nearly half of that, $300
billion, is defense. It is very large. On
the other hand, when we ask our coun-
try to defend against threats around
the world —and this is not necessarily
a peaceful world at this time—then we
have to expect that it will be costly.
We are faced with, of course—at least
in the notion of many—what has been a
period somewhat of neglect over the
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last 8 years where the military has not
had the highest priority, has not had as
high a level of support as many believe
it should have.

Last year the uniformed Service
Chiefs testified to a requirement of be-
tween $48 and $58 billion per year in ad-
ditional funding above the 5-year pro-
jected budget. That is the impression,
that is the notion from the military
leadership of the amount of dollars
that are essential. One of the things
that makes that even more obvious in
terms of needs is that while the mili-
tary has not been supported as highly
and as strongly as it might be, this ad-
ministration that just passed has de-
ployed more troops overseas than at
any previous time during the same
length of time. In the past decade, our
active duty manpower has been re-
duced by about a third, active Army di-
visions have been cut by almost 50 per-
cent. Not all that is bad, of course.

As the Senator from Iowa indicated,
there are changes that need to be
made. Certainly the economic account-
ing, the management of the economics
in the military could stand some
strengthening. I am sure that is the
case. We ought to expect that kind of
expenditure of taxpayer dollars. How-
ever, we do find ourselves in a state
where we do need to change things. The
lack of spare parts for aging systems
has forced the military to take parts
off of other vehicles and other air-
planes and cannibalize other kinds of
things. It is so widespread that per-
sonnel in the Air Force apparently
spent 178,000 man-hours over 2 years re-
moving parts from bombers and fight-
ers and transports, some of those kinds
of things that certainly do not bode
well for the kind of military we, in-
deed, want to have.

Obviously, there are mneeds for
change. Often bureaucracies—and
frankly, the military has its share of
bureaucracies—find it difficult to make
change: We have always done it that
way so we are going to continue to do
it that way. Certainly that can’t be the
case with the military, as things have
changed substantially.

I heard testimony this week before
one of the committees that indicated
there could be a good deal more co-
operation and unification among the
branches of the military to make it
more economic. That is probably true.

One of the items that is being consid-
ered is the national missile defense.
There is a great deal of interest in
that. It is not a new idea. It has been
around for about 20 years. It certainly
has merit. If we thought we could de-
velop some kind of an overall network
of defense mechanisms, that would be a
wonderful thing to do. On the other
hand, there is substantial question
about what the costs would be. I think
there is substantial question even
about the technology. It has not yet
been developed.

I favor moving toward a national
missile defense. I don’t think we are
ready to sacrifice some of the other
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things that we do because we are talk-
ing about doing a national missile de-
fense.

First of all, as I mentioned, it is very
expensive. We don’t really know the
cost. I have been to Space Command in
Colorado Springs, CO. They indicated
that even though they are enthusiastic
about it and doing experiments, we
haven’t reached the technological level
where it would work. I think there is a
legitimate role for the missile defense
soon. However, I think we are going to
run into, No. 1, the cost; and No. 2,
technology; and, No. 3, certainly we are
going to have difficulties dealing with
some other countries in terms of the
agreements that we have.

I think we need to understand that,
at least from what we know about it
now, it is going to be a relatively lim-
ited defense system, probably based on
the islands of Alaska. It will be de-
signed to deal with rogue states that
have very limited capacity but cer-
tainly have the scary capacity to put a
missile in the United States, even
though certainly that would not win a
conflict for them. But it would do a
great deal of damage to us.

I think the Space Command is work-
ing on the kind of system that would
be there in case something came from
a couple of the countries that are like-
ly to be out of control in doing these
kinds of things. They would be limited
to defending against a limited number
of reentry vehicles. They would not be
able to deal with the whole issue of a
major missile attack, of course.

I guess what I am saying is that we
now have a nuclear capacity of our
own, probably the strongest in the
world. We have had it for a good long
time. We deal in three areas, of course,
land-based missiles, ship-to-ground
missiles, and ground-to-air missiles.
They constitute a very important part
of our defense in terms of a deterrent.
I think it is very necessary to continue
to do that.

The President has talked about re-
ducing the number of nuclear weapons.
I think that makes sense. We are in the
process of doing that now. We are in
the process of removing some of our
missiles under START I, and we are
moving toward the restrictions that
will be there in START II, in terms of
the land-based missiles we have had
over time, of course, the peacekeepers
that have been multiple warhead mis-
siles. These are being changed and re-
placed by the Minuteman IIT missiles,
which would be a single warhead. We
can do a good deal of reduction through
this ongoing arrangement. There
needs, in my view, however, to be the
time START II or even START III was
agreed to with the Russians, a min-
imum of 500 missiles that we would
have, which brings us down to that
2,000 missiles that we talked about—
the warheads we talked about in
START I and II. We could do that.
There is some talk about the idea of a
hair trigger alert. There was something
on TV last weekend, taken from the
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command room in one of these missile
silos. I have been through this, and the
fact is, there is a real system for ensur-
ing that is not a hair trigger kind of a
thing. It doesn’t happen unless there is
approval from three different areas be-
fore that happens. But more important
than anything, I think it does really
take from us the day-to-day deterrent
that is out there, and the idea, of
course, that if you only had a few mis-
siles, we put your missiles in that place
and do away with those—when you
have them spread as we do now, basi-
cally about three different places land-
based, then it is possible to do that.

I guess I am encouraged that we are
talking about a missile defense system,
that it would be there to augment the
idea of maintaining our capacity to
have this deterrence. I think it is ter-
ribly important that we do that as part
of our strategy. We can move forward
to reduce those numbers and get down
to a START II agreement. I hope we do
that.

We are going to be going forward, of
course, on a number of things that all
have to do with budgets, all have to do,
then, with surpluses and taxes. These
things are all related, of course, and
should be. I am hopeful, frankly, from
the standpoint of the budget, that the
President pursues the idea that we
ought to be able to have a budget that
is basically inflation increases, which
we overstepped last year substantially.

Occasionally, there are areas—cer-
tainly in health care—where we are
going to want to expand. But I think
regardless of the surplus it is impor-
tant that we try to keep Government
spending under control in some way.
We seem to think if there is money, we
ought to spend it. I think when you go
out into the country and talk to peo-
ple, they are very concerned about hav-
ing a Federal Government that is con-
tinuously growing, that is more and
more involved in our lives. And we
would like to see these kinds of activi-
ties shifted back to the States, coun-
ties, and local governments, where gov-
ernment is closest to the people being
governed.

So when we talk about budgets, we
have to look at that in terms of the tax
reductions. We are finding from the
other side of the aisle a good deal of re-
sistance to returning the money that
people have overpaid in taxes to the
people who paid it. That is a pretty
stiff argument to undertake. We need,
of course, to set up spending to pay
down the debt. I think we have an op-
portunity to deal with these things in a
balanced way so we can come out of
this session of Congress—if we are real-
ly persuaded as to what we want to do,
I hope we may give some thought, indi-
vidually and collectively, to what we
want to have accomplished when this
session of Congress is over. What do we
want to say we have done in terms of
tax relief? What have we been able to
accomplish? What do we want to say
we have been able to do in terms of
controlling spending? What are our
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goals in terms of paying down the
debt?

I think these are some of the things
we talk about a great deal. We talk
about them kind of independently and,
obviously, everybody has a different
idea, and that is legitimate. It seems to
me that we ought to be able to estab-
lish fairly and collectively some goals,
some vision of where we want to be,
what we want to have accomplished
when these 2 years are over, and then
be able to measure the things we do
against the attainment of those goals.

Unfortunately, I am afraid that, from
time to time, it is not always the
measurement of individual actions as
to how they contribute to overall at-
tainment. Will there be agreement on
all of those things? Of course not. That
is the nature of this place, the nature
of any group that makes decisions.
They don’t all agree. They have dif-
ferent views and values, and we have to
deal with that. There is nothing wrong
with that. But we do want to be able to
move toward accomplishing those
things that we believe are good for the
country, good for the long-term merits,
and that, it seems to me, is our chal-
lenge.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The

NATIONAL DEFENSE

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I un-
derstand there have been speeches
given this morning with respect to the
military and the decision by President
Bush to take a very serious look at
what is happening in the military—a
pause, if you will, in the funding and
planning until we get our hands around
exactly where things are.

I want to comment about the wisdom
of that particular approach. If I may, I
want to go back to the most incon-
sequential military career perhaps in
the history of America—my own. It
will demonstrate what happens in the
military and demonstrate the power of
inertia because once something gets
started in one direction, it continues in
that direction until some outside force
is put upon it. That is not just New-
ton’s law of motion; that is the law of
motion in government as a whole.

I went into the military in 1957. I
joined the Utah National Guard and
was sent on active duty for training,
first to Fort Ord, CA, and then, because
my Guard unit was in the artillery ob-
servation business, to Fort Sill, OK.

I went to Fort Sill, OK, to be trained
in sound ranging. If that does not mean
anything to you, Mr. President, I would
not be surprised because sound ranging
is a military skill that reached its apex
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of applicability in World War I. It had
some applicability in World War II,
very little in Korea, and virtually none
in 1957 when I was trained in it.

But the inertia of the military orga-
nization was such that no one had re-
viewed the pattern of training people
in sound ranging. So going forward, as
a body in physics, moving in the same
direction, it continued in the same di-
rection. I and my fellow classmates
were put through a program on sound
ranging.

As it happened, I graduated first in
my class. That is not as big an achieve-
ment as it might sound because I was
the only member of the class who had
been to college. I was a college grad-
uate; the others were draftees who
were high school graduates; and if I
had not finished first, it would have
been a disgrace.

Having finished first, once again the
pattern of inertia in the military de-
creed that I should become an instruc-
tor and that the next sound ranging
course that would go through Fort Sill,
OK, would be taught by me. This is
very flattering, except that my time on
active duty with the National Guard
would expire before the next -class
would convene.

I spent the remainder of my time in
the day room, or at the post library, or
doing other things because there was
absolutely nothing for me to do. At the
time I wondered: Doesn’t anybody re-
view these things? Doesn’t anybody
look at this and say: Wait a minute,
this is a program that has long since
outlived its usefulness, should be
stopped, and we should just forget this?

No, nobody did. I got so bored, I went
in and volunteered to teach other
classes and had to go back to school, if
you will, on my own time to learn loga-
rithms so that I could teach that math-
ematical skill to the surveyors in the
school. Basically, this was the least
distinguished and least significant
military career in American history,
but it demonstrates what happens
when we allow inertia to take over. We
allow the military to go forward in one
direction, and we do not ever stop and
say: Wait a minute, are we doing the
right thing?

Summarizing it another way, there
are some historians who say the gen-
erals always fight the last war; they
are always prepared for the last battle,
not the battle that is to come.

The cold war is over. That is a cliche.
Like most cliches, it happens to be
true. Much of our military is geared to-
wards fighting the cold war. Much of
our military is geared towards a cir-
cumstance where the military com-
manders involved are comfortable with
the way things are going because they
are the way things have been.

The idea that there should be a care-
ful look at where they are and a reas-
sessment of the direction they are tak-
ing is a little bit threatening; it is un-
settling; it implies uncertainty. The
one thing many military men hate
worse than anything else is uncer-
tainty.
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